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Minutes of Tenth Consortium Board Meeting  
 
October 27th,  2012 
Punta del Este, Uruguay 
 
Board Members Present: Carlos Pérez del Castillo (Consortium Board Chair), Carl Hausmann 
(Consortium Board Vice Chair), Consortium Board Members Mohamed Ait-Kadi, Tom Arnold, Ganesan 
Balachander, Gebisa Ejeta1, Lynn Haight, Agnes Mwang’ombe, Pamela Anderson (Centers’ 
representative), Alan Tollervey (Fund Council representative) and Frank Rijsberman (Consortium CEO). 
 
Also were present: Jonathan Wadsworth (Fund Council Executive Secretary), Luis  Solórzano 
(Consortium Director of Staff), Gordon Mac Neill (Consortium Director of Finance and Corporative 
Services) and Piers Bocock (Consortium Director of Knowledge Management and Communication), Elise 
Perset (Consortium General Counsel), Daniela Alfaro (Consortium Board Secretary), Vinciane 
Koenigsfeld (Consortium Office Manager) and Ruth Malan (Consortium Senior Secretary).  
 
Apologies: Ian Goldin2 
 
Highlights and summary of decisions taken at the CB10 meeting: 
 
 Conclusion of the first Consortium Board (CB) 3-year term.  Carlos Pérez del Castillo Chair was re-
elected for 2 years as Chair of the CB and Carl Hausmann for 1 year as Vice Chair.  Farewell to Tom 
Arnold and Ian Goldin as CB members. 
 The CB formally acknowledged the appointment of Marion Guillou and Martin Kropff as new CB 
members as of January 1st of 2013. 
 The charter of the Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee was approved by the CB. 
 The Revised Version of the SRF Action Plan dated on October 10th 2012 was approved by the CB. 
 The note and approach on Consortium Products and Services submitted by the CO was approved by 
the CB. 
 The 2010/2011 Financial Statements were approved by the CB with no objections, subject to the 
recommendation of the Audit and Risk Management Committee, which met the following day.  
 The 2013 CGIAR financing plan approach was approved by the CB and it was submitted to the FC8 
for endorsement. However, there were some reservations by some Board members on the risk 
assumed by the Board on the proposal of Guarantee 90% of 2012 W1+W2 expenditures as 
minimum of 2013 W1+W2. 
 The Action Plan to develop a CGIAR Capacity Strengthening and Partnerships Development Strategy 
dated on October 12th 2012 was approved by the CB and presented for its consideration to the 
Eighth Fund Council. 
 The  Consortium’s application for 501 (c) 03- non-profit organization status in the US requested by 
the CO was approved by the CB. 
 
 
 
                                                          
1
 He joined the meeting in the afternoon of October 27
th
 
2
 Expected to Joined by telephone. Due to poor quality of the line, the conf call was discontinued. 
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1. Welcome and Opening Remarks                       
 
The Consortium Board Chair welcomed the Board members, Fund Council (FC) Executive Secretary and 
observers to the tenth CB Meeting in Uruguay. On behalf of the CB, he also welcomed the CEO, as it was 
his first face-to-face meeting with the Board, and Luis Solorzano and Piers Bocock as new staff members 
of the Consortium Office.  
 
As the 3-year term of the CB members is coming to an end, with the exception of Agnes Mwang’ombe 
appointed in February 2011, the Chair used his introductory remarks to emphasize the achievements 
and remaining challenges of the CGIAR Reform.  
 
Substantive changes and achievements were made since the first CB meeting in March 2010. The 
following were highlighted by the Chair: 
 
I. By the first GCARD in April 2010, positive and meaningful dialogue was re-established between 
Centers and Donors, and for the first time the Consortium spoke with one voice; 
II. By June 2010, all Centers had approved the CGIAR Consortium Constitution; 
III. By September 2010, the CB had selected the site of Headquarters in Montpellier, and appointed 
a CEO; 
IV. By April 2011, the SRF, which was developed at Donors ‘request under CB Chair’s supervision 
and coordination was approved by the Funders Forum overcoming years of unsuccessfully  
attempts; 
V. The whole portfolio of 15 CRPs has been approved. It was developed with the support of the CB 
and with participation of partners and many other stakeholders to give them a sense of 
ownership; 
VI. The Fund, with its 3 Windows, has been legally established and the latest estimate shows that 
more than 40% of CGIAR funding flows through W1 and W2;  
VII. All legal documents with the Trustee were negotiated, which was a difficult and challenging 
task, but indispensable to allow funding to flow as required;  
VIII. A separate financing for Genebanks from CRPs was secured. It is a long term objective of the 
Centers. Currently it is being financed through Window 1  and the objective is to secure long 
term financing through an increase in the capital endowment of the  Global Crop Diversity Trust 
capital endowment; 
IX. A stability funding in 2011 was secured, which prevented disruption of research activities of 
Centers that did not have approved CRPs; 
X. The Consortium obtained International Organization status on March 2nd, 2012; 
XI. When the former CEO resigned on October 1st, 2011, the Executive Committee of the Board 
assumed all management responsibilities to ensure a smooth transition and avoid disruption of 
activities; 
XII. A Consortium Office was established in March 2011 and a new CEO appointed (March 2012) 
who took office on May 28th 2012; 
XIII. Tangible progress was made in shared services such as OCS, Finances, HR and ICT/KM. 
XIV. For the first time the Consortium negotiated with Donors and obtained agreed principles on 
Intellectual Property. 
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XV. The joint resource mobilization missions undertook by the former FC Chair (Inger Anderson) and 
CB Chair brought a symbolic message of partnerships to Donors in our common objective of 
doubling CGIAR funding; 
XVI. In spite of the worldwide financial crisis, the CGIAR resources kept increasing, going from US$ 
640M (2010); 804M (2011) to 850M (2012).  
XVII. Six Committees (Ex- CO, MIC, NEC, ARC, Science, and a new Committee on Governance) were 
established by the CB to assist the CB in fulfilling its mandate and facilitate the work with the 
Centers by building trust and cooperation.  
XVIII. The CB represented CGIAR in major international events and conferences such as G20, Rio+20, 
CFS and many others. It also attended the celebration of the CGIAR 40th anniversary at FAO; 
XIX. The Chair visited all Centers, and a large number were visited by other CB members. The CEO 
visited 8 centres in  the  5 months after he joined; 
XX. The Consortium played a key role in solving IITA unfreezing of funding by FC. The Chair 
recognized the work of the CEO, and also the roles of the FC Executive Secretary and Donors’ 
representative as members of FC Governance Working Group who were very supportive and 
provided positive contributions. 
 
The Chair considered that those facts demonstrate significant progress, and while he recognized that a 
lot more works need to be done, he considered that the Reform process is now irreversible. The Chair 
then proceeded to highlight some of the key challenges that need to be addressed by Donors and the 
Consortium, including Centers. 
 
On the Donors’ side, the Chair pointed out the need for multi-year funding commitments to guarantee 
long term stability for the CGIAR. He invited Donors to act together, speak with one voice and join 
efforts towards well-defined rules of engagement. He also highlighted the importance to support the 
Reform in shifting gradually from bilateral/restricted funding to W1 & W2, with an aim at reaching 65% 
under W 1 & 2 of total funding by 2015.  
 
The Chair expressed the need to place in broader context expectations of efficiency gains, which are 
important and should not be disregarded but should not eclipse the core matters which are the quality 
of results, the impact on SLOs and the achievement of value for money. He asked Donors to show 
greater patience with institutional reform, such as the reduction in the number of Centers and Center 
boards’ membership. These institutional changes will come as a result of the changes now being 
implemented in the reform.  
 
The Chair called for Donors to continue their efforts towards doubling Investment for AR4D, to raise 
world food security concerns to a higher political level, and to ensure it is given a higher priority place in 
the agenda of decision makers. He reminded Donors that food security and poverty alleviation are not 
humanitarian issues requiring technical solutions, but highly political matters calling for political 
solutions. 
 
On the Consortium’s side, the Chair expressed his willingness to see synergies and avoid duplications on 
CGIAR research agenda now that the whole portfolio of CRPs has been approved. There needs to be a 
performance management shift linked with resource allocation as well as impact assessment, M & E and 
capacity building.  
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The Chair insisted  on the need to define the role of the CB in the future and determine whether the 
choice goes towards an active CB capable of taking well informed and thought-out decisions, and 
setting the policies and strategies of the Consortium or towards a mere rubber-stamp Office.  The 
Governance is now set very high on the Consortium agenda as the IITA affair has brought a number of 
lessons and has shown the extreme vulnerability of the CGIAR system to governance failures at the 
Centers.  
 
The Chair pointed out that the CB has to assume full fiduciary responsibility and accountability as 
expected by the FC and mandated in the Constitution. A number of substantive and cultural changes 
will need to be addressed by the Centers so that the CB can fulfill that duty. Centers and CB should work 
together and support each other towards that end. In doing so, Centers should think not only of their 
full autonomy, but also of their current vulnerability due to the actions of other Centers. The 
establishment of a CB Governance Committee made up of CB members as well as Center BOTs and a 
Center Audit Committee Chair, and the retreat planned in Washington DC on December 8th and 9th 2012 
will support the elaboration of CGIAR governance agenda and workplan. But the CB needs to be given 
the proper authority and means to exercise this role. 
 
It was also emphasized  that CB and FC must be partners and closely support and coordinate each other 
in difficult situations, such as the unfortunate failed investment of IITA. The CB Chair expressed his 
dissatisfaction with the unilateral, non consultative way in which the FC Chair took the decision of 
freezing the CGIAR funds. While he understands the seriousness of this matter and the concern of 
Donors, unanimously shared in the CGIAR, he thinks that this was not the right way to proceed and that 
it sent a number of unfortunate wrong signals to the CGIAR community. However, he expressed his 
satisfaction with the way this issue was effectively solved in a short timeframe. While the Consortium is 
committed to work to ensure that another episode of this kind will not happen again, the Consortium 
expects that, as part of the future Governance reform, the procedures used by the FC in response to 
such potential threats will follow a different course of action, much more in line with the cooperative 
and consultative spirit that currently guides the Reform. 
 
In closing, the CB Chair remarked that the positive results mentioned at the beginning were the work of 
the whole System: Consortium, Centers, Fund Office, Donors, Partners, ISPC, and encourages all 
partners to continue working together for the success of the Reform and for the benefit of the world’s 
poorest. 
 
Decision: The agenda, which included 11 items, was approved with the addition of two points under 
agenda item 11 “Other Business”: (i) The situation of ICARDA, and (ii) Consideration and approval of  
the application for a 501 (c) 03 - non- profit organization status in  the US. 
 
   
2. Selection process of new Board members  
 
The Vice-Chair informed about the recent selection process that was put in place to select new Board 
Members which was successfully completed by the NEC on October 16th. This process will hopefully 
provide the basis and a background to build consensus among Centers and the CB in the selection of 
new Board Members.  
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He pointed out that the CB is not an honorary Board but a working one and as such it is essential that it 
works with adequate support to be effective and allow a high performance of the CGIAR Consortium as 
a key international organization in the fight against global poverty and food insecurity. 
  
The NEC firstly had to determine the work expected from the Board and to define the governance 
structure that the Board needs to move forward.  CB members are requested to understand the needs 
of the Donors’ community, to have an understanding of agriculture in particular on the topics covered 
by the four CGIAR SLOs for the developing world, and also have fundraising skills as well as good 
knowledge of Governance structure, in particular of large International Organizations.   
 
Five competent candidates were identified by SRI. The NEC reached out to the Centers to get their input 
and make the process as transparent and constructive as possible. Though Centers initially wanted the 
votes to be fully confidential, it was agreed that C. Hausmann, as Chair of the NEC, and P. Anderson, as 
member center representative, would have access to all votes in order to ensure that the votes were 
duly understood. An overwhelming support was given to the two candidates that were selected and 
appointment to join the CB, effective on January 1st, 2013. 
 
On behalf of the Centers, the representative commended the work and thanked NEC members for 
setting up a very good selection process. 
 
As an introduction to Agenda item 4 (Board Composition and Compensation), the Vice-Chair explained  
the proposal in term of time requirement where any Board Member is expected to give fully 16 working 
days a year, the Vice-Chair 24 working days a year and the Chair 40 working days, which is slightly less 
than the 25% originally proposed. It was acknowledged that all Board Members are equally valuable and 
therefore need to be equally compensated for their time. The proposal to revise accordingly the 
compensation of Board Members was brought into camera session of the Board meeting during the 
morning of the following day.  
 
The Chair thanked the NEC for their efforts on this selection work and the Centers for their support. 
 
Conclusion: The CB formally acknowledged the appointment of Marion Guillou and Martin Kropff as 
new CB members as of January 1st of 2013. 
 
 
3. Update on Consortium activities 
 
The CEO thanked the CB for its support and explained that, in spite of this meeting being the first face-
to-face, the interaction with the Board had been intense and efficient since his appointment. The 
background materials (CEO Activity Report for the CB9 and Consortium Report for the FC8) for this 
agenda item were submitted to the Board five and three weeks ago respectively, and this meeting was 
an opportunity to provide his perspective of the various activities currently underway and address other 
issues that required attention by the Board.  
 
The CEO presented his key activities to date, priorities for the formal meetings scheduled during the 
following week and the Consortium Office priorities for 2013.  
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An important part of his time during his first five months at the CO was dedicated to visiting 8 Centers   
in order to champion key issues of the Reform, and get acquainted with the CGIAR system and the 
functioning of the Centers in this time of the Reform.  
 
The second priority was to properly staff the CO. Key positions were created and filled such as the KM 
& Communication Director’s post (Piers Bocock) and the Director of Staff post (Luis Solorzano). The 
successor of Gordon MacNeil, retiring in March 2013, was also selected and Gerry O’Donoghue was 
appointed, taking office as of January 2013. With these appointments, the leadership team of the CO, 
composed by the CEO, Director of Staff, Chief of Science Officer, Director KM & Communication  and  
Director of Finance and Corporate Service was reinforced and consolidated. 
 
The CEO’s Office is now established and composed of the CEO (with an increased focus on Governance 
and Resource Mobilization going forward); Luis Solorzano who will focus primarily on the Priority 
settings and the Capacity Strengthening and Partnership development, and Daniela Alfaro as Board 
Secretary and as Project leader for partnerships initiatives such as the stakeholder perceptions survey 
and CAADP-CGIAR project.  
 
On the Science team, the CEO informed the board of the imminent resignation of Stefania Grando who 
was recently offered a job at ICRISAT and of the departure, mid-August, of Andrew Ward, who is 
working as a consultant until December. For both positions recruitment is expected to be initiated 
shortly, after revision of the ToRs  to define more senior profiles. The CO will retain Kincannon & Reed 
as search firm for these two positions. Since the beginning of AM Izac’s medical leave and until her 
return fulltime expected end of November, the CEO is acting as Chief Science Officer. 
 
Further recruitments will take place in the forthcoming months in order to strengthen the Finance and 
the Communication teams: a junior accountant will be recruited, on “rotation” from Centers (with 
another to be added after the detachment from Bioversity) and a junior media position will be created, 
also possibly through a “rotation from Centers” arrangement. 
   
Brainstorming sessions with the CO staff were organized and lead to the development of the “CO 
Products and Services” strategic proposal, which details the key deliverables of the Consortium Office 
and the agreed indicators identified for accountability purposes. This document was submitted to the 
CB for discussion and approval in the Agenda as item 6. 
 
The third priority was set on Partnerships since better partnering is a key promise of the Reform and a 
gap in perception of Partnerships ‘quality at Centers and at Partners ‘levels clearly exists. A Stakeholder 
Partnership Perceptions survey is set to be launched during GCARD II to scan the current landscape   
state of Partnerships and used as a stepping stone to move forward with a work plan to reinforce and 
expand this key area of the reform process. The CEO also explained of the increasing demand from 
outside partners for the Consortium to play an intermediary role by negotiating umbrella agreements 
and setting frameworks that would improve partnerships across the CGIAR system.  
 
The CEO activities also included 2012 key financial issues, with a new Financial Plan approach for 2013, 
and with the W1-W2 delink and the quick-fix solution put in place in June.  
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The IITA crisis and the acting Leadership role in the Science area prevented the CEO to dedicate as much 
time as he would have liked to Resource Mobilization (RM). His original plan on RM will be implemented 
during 2013. 
 
The CEO next provided an update on the developments, achievements and upcoming tasks. He also 
presented the status of the current discussions per working areas. 
 
On the Science and Programs area, the CEO expressed his satisfaction that the CRP portfolio was 
approved. Legal arrangements need to be found with the Global Crop Diversity Trust on the Genebanks 
CRP but the contracting phase is expected to be solved by the end of the year. Very positive feedbacks 
were received on the SRF action Plan and a very productive Science Leaders meeting took place on 
September 13-14 2012, which now sets the basis for a more collaborative mechanism for the 
functioning of the CGIAR Science Leaders Community.   
 
There was also great progress on the Gender Research Strategy as almost all CRPs now have a strategy 
in place and the Consortium is proposing to incentivize CRPs to mainstream Gender research more 
rapidly by providing the necessary funds for its implementation. The CEO added that Donors, such as 
Gates Foundation, are quite likely to support this work with additional resources. 
  
The first CRP reports that the CO received were not of the expected quality, due to a lack of clarity in 
the definition of the CRP outcomes and to the additional reporting requirements asked by some donors.  
This is clearly an issue that will need to be included in the Performance Management System to be 
resolved and will also imply an involvement of Donors to negotiate jointly agreed templates with CRPs.  
 
On the Finance, the CEO explained that there is a need to convey more positive messages as, even 
though some uncertainty remains, the amount of funding available is excellent, in particular in the 
midst of current global difficulties faced by key donor countries. A guarantee proposal will be put 
forward to the CB and FC by the CO that would allow Centers to start spending money from the 
beginning of the year rather than wait until receiving donor funding commitments. 
 
An important outcome of the IITA crisis is the decision to implement a single Internal  Audit function 
across the entire System.     
 
According to the latest news from the French Government, the Headquarters Agreement is expected to 
be signed early 2013, allowing the CO to detach from Bioversity. This will require several financial and 
administrative tasks such as taking membership of AIARC, establishing in-house accounting systems, 
among others.   
 
On the Communications side, the new KM and Communication Director joined in late October. In the 
meantime, Enrica Porcari, as Acting Director, was very active to give CGIAR a good visibility at major 
events (Rio+20, GCARD II). The branding guidelines and website are now fully developed and 
operational. A very good workshop took place in September, out of which five big initiatives were 
retained in this area. 
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On the Legal front, the two key priorities will continue to be Governance and the IP implementation 
Guidelines.  
 
The CEO concluded his presentation by expressing that in his assessment there is a growing recognition 
and appreciation of the role of the Consortium Board and Office – and that there is very positive 
feedback on the leadership provided by the Consortium. 
 
The CEO reminded the Board that even though IITA case was very serious and its repercussions on the 
CGIAR Governance will continue to be the top priority for 2013, the Consortium needs to keep focusing 
on the main agenda that it has set for itself.  Therefore, the agenda at Punta del Este will not only be 
focusing on making sure that all issues of IITA investment and Governance are being dealt with properly 
to unfreeze IITA’s funding, but also on other crucial issues, such as the SRF Action plan, the “Consortium 
Products and Services” and a number of operational issues, including the approval of the 2013 POWB by 
the FC. 
 
The Centers’ representative thanked the CEO for the progress highlighted in his presentation and 
reminded him that a HR position within the CO should be looked at for 2013-14 as Centers would want 
to see G&D mainstreamed on the HR side.  The CEO acknowledged this request and confirmed that HR, 
such as other shared services, is one of the areas in which the Consortium is very much ready to support 
Centers and respond to their demands.  
 
The CB thanked the CEO for his impressive set of activities and expressed words of appreciation to the 
CO for the achievements in all areas. 
 
4. CGIAR Governance: introductory remarks and preliminary discussion  (To be continued on Sunday 
October 28th –in camera session) 
 
After the introduction given by the CEO on the IITA case and its implications, the CB was requested to 
approve the Charter of the Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee. A closed session of the Board 
meeting was held on Sunday 28th, in which the Governance issues were further discussed.  
 
The 2013 Board composition and compensation was addressed in this meeting in order to allow CB 
Observers to comment on the proposal.  
 
IITA case and its implications 
Considering that numerous updates were already circulated to the Board, the CEO proposed to answer 
questions of the CB members on the IITA case. The following questions were raised by members:  
 
Was there liability insurance? 
 
The CEO confirmed that only the liability insurance of the IITA Board Members at that time can apply 
and some questions were raised within IITA on whether it will be worth trying to place a liability 
insurance claim. Unfortunately, the lawyer hired by IITA did not think there were chances of succeeding 
in the claim.  
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What exactly happened? 
For the moment, two documents provide explanation on what exactly happened. The report 
commissioned by IITA was not quite an independent report and was therefore followed by a new 
investigation from the FC and a subsequent report, which however did not bring substantial differences. 
 
What are the next steps? 
The CB Chair and the CEO requested IITA Management to prepare a recovery plan, which was not 
accepted by the Consortium as it was made up of unrealistic assumptions. After that, the Vice Chair of 
the IITA Board ( J. Griffith) and  the IITA Director of Finance (S.Sholola) spent a week in Montpellier 
working with CO Director of Finance to draft a more credible plan. It was still not particularly 
satisfactory but it is the best that IITA can deliver for the moment. This plan is supported by a 
monitoring plan from the Consortium which implies significant responsibility for its implementation. 
The FC will probably raise questions regarding this monitoring and will possibly ask for further 
reassurance beyond the ones provided by this plan. 
 
The CO Director of Finance explained that two important points were looked at when preparing the IITA 
recovery plan: it had to be realistic and it could not go into the business of rescue funding. In terms of 
the monitoring, he explained that CO finance staff will visit IITA and will run “stress-tests” on this 
proposal, specifically their claim on full cost recovery. If there are mistakes on the assumptions, the plan 
will be changed. He will also confirm the cash-flow status and look at other cost-saving and income 
generating measures. The reporting system will be reviewed as well.  
 
How committed is the current IITA leadership? 
The CEO informed that it is in essence a new leadership team as the new Director General (DG) was 
recruited recently and the Board Chair was elected in 2011. The new team is in favor and committed 
with the Reform, and it has accepted the Consortium’s monitoring. They have also now committed to 
be part of the Internal Audit Unit (IAU) and possibly the One Corporative System (OCS).  
 
The CB Chair requested the FC Representative, FC Executive Secretary and Centers’   Representative to 
share their views on this matter. 
 
The FC representative explained that the FC only met once virtually on the IITA case and that there is a 
very broad range of views among Donors, depending on whether they are W1, W2 or W3 Donors as this 
has direct incidence in their exposure to this kind of risks. He stressed the difficulties to find 
anequilibrium between the risk of not taking effective actions against the risk of stopping the flow of 
funds. The decisions of the FC were based also on a set of actions taken in the past 3 or 4 years that lead 
Donors to act to protect the reputation of CGIAR, especially in times where aid resources are under 
scrutiny.  
 
Acting strongly was necessary to have a solid narrative to be able to defend the criticism that was 
bound to come and to defend the support given to CGIAR. It also provided a chance to raise Donors’ 
concern to the attention of the Consortium and obtained answers and concrete actions that allowed 
funding to be resumed immediately after getting the necessary reassurance.  
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He pointed out that the FC Working Group that was established also recognized the importance of 
separating the IITA case from the CGIAR as a whole while acknowledging that there are Governance 
issues at the System-level that need to be addressed as soon as possible. 
  
The FC Executive Secretary commended the rapid and comprehensive answers provided by the 
Consortium to the questions raised by the FC which allowed the FC Working Group to propose that the 
funding be resumed to all Centers except IITA on October 17th.  He also explained that, while at ICRISAT, 
the FC Chair gave a presentation on her advocacy role for CGIAR and the reasons for the action of the FC 
due to the IITA issue.  The FC Chair emphasized that the IITA case is a teachable moment for the System 
and illustrated why the System must be seen as a whole of which all parts are mutually interdependent.  
 
The FC Executive Secretary also stressed that the IITA recovery plan is less than perfect as it focuses far 
more on how to get the reserves back rather than what should be done to reverse the current situation. 
It is based on restricted funding of two Donors who will probably not very pleased if they are requested 
to reconstitute reserves. This would lead to prepare a recovery plan B. 
 
The Centers’ representative commented that the first reaction among Centers was of shock about the 
depth of the governance failure within IITA. The second shock came with the decision taken by the FC. 
She explained that Centers would align with the opening remark made by the CB Chair, not questioning 
the grounds for the decision but rather the way it was done which will have consequences in terms of 
trust. She pointed out that the collective lesson of this episode is that Governance needs to be looked at 
the whole system level, including the FC.  
 
It was expressed by the Centers’ representative that it was disturbing to see the reactions of some 
individual Centers which clearly showed a lack of understanding on how truly interconnected the 
Reform has made the Centers and how accountable to each other they have become.  
 
She also remarked that the Centers need to assess the damage done to the relationships level as the 
freeze decided by the FC has emphasized the importance of bilateral funding. Finally, some doubts were 
raised about the IITA recovery plan which seems hardly doable and if not implemented would have 
consequences for some Centers beyond IITA.   
 
The Board expressed its concern about the long-lasting lack of communication between the FC Chair 
and the CB in spite of the several attempts to improve communication channels and reaffirmed its 
dissatisfaction on the way the FC unilateral actions are undermining the work of the Consortium. The CB 
Chair confirmed his willingness to address this issue directly with the FC Chair. 
 
The FC Executive Secretary acknowledged that dialogue between the CB and the FC is necessary to 
improve understanding, and explained that it is however more difficult for the FC to speak with one 
voice as  Donors have different views depending on their set of priorities.  
 
He suggested that two instances (Governance review and the Reform Progress review) could be 
considered to create common WG or sub-committees between FC and CB or Consortium to improve 
those exchanges.   
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Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee 
The CEO reminded the Board that the decision to create the Governance Risk and Compliance 
Committee was previously taken by the CB on a no-objection basis through a virtual decision. The main 
responsibilities of the Committee are: 
 
(i) gathering all relevant information from the CGIAR Consortium members and organizing 
consultations and meetings; 
(ii) analyzing the current governance arrangements in the CGIAR, including the Consortium Board 
and the Center Boards’ roles and responsibilities, structure, policies and procedures, and how 
they operate in practice; 
(iii) making recommendations to the CGIAR Consortium and its members to improve the current 
governance arrangements in the CGIAR Consortium and its members;  
(iv) providing guidance on the implementation of any improvement measures decided by the 
Consortium Board and/or the Center Boards. 
 
The current members of the Committee are: Lynn Haight (CGIAR Consortium Board Member) and Sara 
Boettiger (CIMMYT’s Board Chair) as Co-Chairmen of the Committee, Carl Hausmann (CGIAR 
Consortium Board’s Vice-Chair), Hilary Wild (ICRAF’s Audit Committee Chair), Paul Zuckerman 
(Bioversity’s Board Chair), Fawzi Al-Sultan (IFPRI’s Board Chair) and Frank Rijsberman (CGIAR 
Consortium CEO) 
 
Those members serve in their personal capacity (and not representing their organization) and have 
been selected on the basis of their skills, knowledge and judgment. The Co- Chairman, Lynn Haight, 
underlined that the Committee is hopeful to have a FC Representative joining at some stage. She also 
clarified that the Committee charter is kept generic to allow flexibility but will evolve depending on the 
outcomes of the December retreat. 
 
The CO General Counsel commented that this is an ad-hoc Committee with a 1 year life-span, which 
constitutes a mechanism to answer the questions raised in terms of Governance around the System and 
recommend solutions as CGIAR goes forward with the Governance review process. The Governance 
retreat in December aims at tackling Governance from a strategic point of view in order to make sure 
that all participants are on the same page with regards to what already exists in the System and start 
understanding where there are overlaps or gaps in rights and responsibilities.  
 
The CB Chair insisted on the fact that the primary role of this Committee is to ensure that the CB 
properly fulfills its fiduciary responsibilities role for the CGIAR Consortium.  
 
Decision: the proposed charter of the Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee was approved. 
 
2013 CB Composition and Compensation  
The Vice Chair introduced the topic and proposed that as of January 1, 2013, the Board be considered as 
a subsequent Board of the initial one, which means that the Board approves its Chair, Vice-Chair and 
compensation to all Board Members. 
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Therefore, it was also proposed and recommended by NACD that Carlos Perez del Castillo be re-elected 
for 2 years as Chair and Carl Hausmann be re-elected for 1 year as Vice Chair, as it corresponds to the 
remaining term under which they were renewed as Board Members. 
 
The 2013 Board compensation must be proposed by the Board and submitted to Centers for approval. It 
is acknowledged that Board Members are all qualified equally and should get the same compensation 
but with a time commitment varying according to responsibilities. It is therefore proposed the following 
time commitment and subsequent compensations: 
 
 Chair – This is a key position with a significant responsibility and workload.  Work 
requirement estimated at 40 working days per year with a compensation of USD 60,000 
per year 
 Vice- Chair – 24 working days per year and a compensation of USD 36,000 per year.  
 Other CB Members – 16 working days per year and a compensation of USD 24,000 per 
year.   
 
The CEO commented that even though the Board will face additional workload in Governance, this 
should be compensated by a decrease workload in management matters given that the CO 
Management team is in now place. 
 
The current composition of the Committees need to be assessed and potentially revised to work 
efficiently and to properly balance the work expected from the Board. It is therefore proposed to 
reassess the Committees’ assignments and determine a proper balance of membership, skills and 
competencies by January 2013. The Vice-Chair proposed himself to develop Committee assignments 
that will be submitted to the CB Chair. This proposal does not require formal approval from the Board. 
 
On the assignments of the Centers’ Representatives to the Committees, the Board confirmed that the 
current composition is satisfactory. The Vice- Chair reminded the Board that Centers have the right to 
nominate their representatives to the CB and have been invited to also name two representatives to 
each of the NEC and MIC.  He confirmed that the next Center Representative to the CB will be Shenggen 
Fan, who has informed him that Centers do wish to rotate their membership to the NEC and MIC to 
some extend on a regular basis while guaranteeing continuity. The new Centers’ representative will 
inform the Vice- chair about the new nominations next January.  
 
Decision: The CB decided to think over and further discuss the 2013 Board Composition and 
Compensation in camera session the following day.  
 
5.   SRF Action Plan and Performance Management System (PMS)  
 
The CEO indicated that the SRF was discussed and approved at the virtual CB meeting of September 27th 
2012.  The current version dated October 10th 2012 has had only minor changes compared with the 
former version of August 31st. He then opened the floor for comments, questions or discussion, 
receiving an inquiry from the Centers’ representative to confirm if this version will be endorsed at the 
November 2nd, 2012 Funders Forum, to which the CEO answered affirmatively.   Receiving no further 
input, the CEO ended the discussion on this item.  
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Decision: The CB approved unanimously the Revised Version of the SRF Action Plan dated on October 
10th 2012. 
 
 
6. Consortium Office Products and Services/ 2013 Consortium Program of Work and Budget (POWB)  
 
The CEO introduced and explained the note on Consortium Products and Services which lays out the five 
areas of work in which the Consortium Board and Office add value, i.e. (1) developing policies and 
standards; (2) managing the annual CRP portfolio cycle; (3) supporting communities of practice and 
partnership development; (4) supporting shared systems and services; (5) providing back office support; 
together with performance indicators and targets for key outcomes the Consortium Office can be held 
accountable for over the next three to five years.  
 
The Centers ‘representative thanked the CEO for this useful document and insisted for a RM strategy to 
be included as part of this approach. She requested the FC Executive Secretary to provide an update on 
where the FO stands on this key strategy.  
 
The FC Executive Secretary explained that unfortunately, a wrong track was taken as the FC was not 
ready for a conventional Trust Fund approach of replenishment, therefore a new approach is being 
designed and a new RM strategy needs to be developed across the System.    
 
The Centers ‘representative added that Centers could be open to ISO certification if the CO thinks it is 
appropriated to do so. The CEO informed the Board that if the Consortium does not pursue an ISO 
certification, one option could be to take a simpler external assessment or possibly to ask ISPC to assess 
the Consortium.  
 
The FC’s representative indicated that from a Donor prospective the increase in funding is clearly 
needed and should be considered as a target. He also pointed out that the CGIAR success stories are 
one of the reasons why more money was able to flow to the System as there is a need to demonstrate 
to taxpayer what they are getting for their money. He therefore insisted on the importance of Strategic 
Communication. Above all, the FC’s representative pointed out that there is nothing on Monitoring and 
Evaluation in this note, while this is a core request of the Donors and he reminded the CEO that Donors 
need to see what is going to be done by the Consortium on this front.  
 
The CEO answered that he was aware of that but the note aims at tracking the Consortium’s progress on 
a limited number of key activities and services, and it will report on them. Therefore, the CO will then 
develop the note into a scorecard to monitor the performance of the Consortium in these areas.  
 
The CB Chair expressed the general support for the suggested approach and confirmed it as work in 
progress which can be adapted and adjusted as it moves along.  
            
It is noted that the POWB 2013 was submitted and approved by the CB during its virtual Meeting on 
September 27th and will be submitted to the upcoming FC for approval.  
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As a key request to the FC, the Consortium would like to carry forward the unspent funds to pay for a 
few one-off operations in 2013, such as the building equipment. The CEO confirmed that the budget 
allocated to the Board reflects the changes in the Board compensation as per the aforementioned 
proposal. The cost of the Governance Committee remains unclear at this stage but has been budgeted 
under the Legal section rather than under the Board budget.  
 
Decision: The CB approved the note and approach on Consortium Products and Services  submitted by 
the CO. 
 
7. Financial Review 
 
The CEO provided a comprehensive update on the 2010/2011 Financial Statements, 2012 CRP Financial 
Update and the 2013 CGIAR Financing Plan.  
 
2010/2011 Financial Statements 
 
The CB Chair indicated that these documents were normally submitted for approval to the CB following 
the recommendation of the Audit and Risk CB Committee (ARC), but the ARC was not scheduled to 
meet until the following day. 
 
The ARC Chair suggested discussing these documents and tentatively approving them with that 
endorsement to be confirmed by the ARC at its meeting the next day.  She then briefly introduced the 
matter, indicating that these first Financial Statements for CO were produced as the ARC considered 
paramount to contain this information in a proper and accessible manner.  
 
There was difficulty in such production as accounts were not straightforward given that the CO’s 
financial records during the above-named calendar years were maintained by 3 different organizations 
(Bioversity International in Rome, Italy; World Fish Center in Penang, Malaysia and the Association for 
International Agricultural Research Centers in Virginia (AIARC), USA). However, after extensive work, the 
CO finance team put together these statements, with modified International Financial Reporting 
Standards (IFRS) and the ARC considered vital that the donors inter alia had an opportunity to take into 
account these documents which were not only prepared in a more formal way but were also audited by 
Internal Auditors.  
 
All data in these documents has already been externally audited by one of the 3 organizations named 
above. The ARC Chair indicated that as there was no CGIAR CEO during those years, the CGIAR CB Chair 
signed the Management Statement of Responsibility for Financial Reporting (page 6), together with the 
Director of Finance and Corporate Services.   
 
She continued on to page 7 which shows expenditures and balance sheet for the last two years, 
indicating that the activity was much greater in 2010 because of both the donors’ grants coming in 
specifically for the change initiative and also the connected consultancies (which were quite 
considerable) went up in 2010. 
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The ARC Chair further stated that the expenses related to the Programs do not traverse these 
statements; they pass directly from the World Bank Trust Fund to the lead center and then the Finance 
Office of the CB approves the expenditures.  Consequently, it consists very simply of  CB and CO 
expenditure. 
 
The CO Director of Finance commented on the difficulty of putting together these sets of financial 
statements, due to a diversity of organizations handling the monies. It was considered, once the 
Consortium obtained International Organization (IO) status, to produce them in a more appropriate 
format, such as the one on hand. With the assistance of the Internal Audit Unit, the Finance Dept. 
prepared a new set of reports.   
 
These documents need to be properly edited (typos, format, etc.) to be presented in a professional 
manner.  From now on, the Finance Office will have more experience and will work in a more traditional 
way, with the services of an external auditor.  
 
The CO Director of Finance confirmed the numbers presented are 100% accurate in terms of outcome 
and have the confidence of the Fund Council as well.  
 
The Vice- Chair commented on an inaccuracy on page 17 listing Bongiwe Njobe as a Member and 
omitting Agnes Mwang’ombe.  This inaccuracy was noted and will be corrected.  
 
The Director of Finance responded to questions from the Board members.  Receiving no further queries, 
the ARC Chair proposed to accept these statements.  
 
Decision: The 2010/2011 Financial Statements were approved by the CB with no objections, subject to 
the recommendation of the ARC, which met the following day.  
 
2012 CRP Financial update 
 
The CEO introduced to the CB both the 2012 financial update and 2013 Interim Financing based on 
information gathered with the Director of Finance and Corporate Services.  
 
Highlights from the CEO 2012 financial update to the CB were: 
 
• Overall CGIAR support sharply up to over US$ 850M 
• By year-end all 15 CRP’s + Genebanks (from now on called the “16th” CRP) will be in operation 
• Original FP (March 2012) W1-2 allocation for 15 CRP was US$289 million 
• Estimated 15 CRP W1-2 availability is US$345M incl. US$15M transition budget ($5.5M for 
Generation Challenge Program) The word availability is underlined as, even though the funds will be 
available in 2012, they will not be spent in its totality; they will be carried forward.  
• Plus new “CRP16”: Genebanks W1+2 of US$16M 
• W1-2 for 2012 programs up to US$362M, 25% increase over 2012 FP and > 40% of total US$850M 
budget. This is a very positive number, considerably higher than what was known to the CEO in 
March of this year and more than 40% of the total US$850M 
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• Very strong financial support in 2012 for the system from the Donors 
 
A discussion ensued on the US$850M official number, a somewhat conservative number agreed with 
the Fund Council and Fund Office. The Centers were projecting US$900M which comes from a report 
the CO Financing team generated by mid- year based on the Centers’ original estimate of bilateral 
funding, as indicated by the Director of Finance and Corporate Services.   
 
The CEO mentioned that this was an overview of the origins of the money in 2011 and its destination for 
2012; hence this is no new information. As there was an important amount of money unspent for 2011, 
the Consortium  carried it forward to 2012. On the window distribution, there are about US$100M less 
in W1 and US$130M more in W2, a large swift from W1 to W2. The CEO had interacted with some 
Donors who indicated that they supported the reform but as in 2011 there were no CRPs, they allocated 
their money to W1 and now that CRPs are available, funding has been channeled through a different 
Window. 
 
The CEO also added these remarks on the 2012 CRP Financial update: 
 
(i) Consortium has “de-linked” W1 and W2 funds, as described in the June ‘12 “Quick-Fix” and 
2013 Interim Financing Plan.  This is because the union on these two Ws led to unintended 
behavior; even though a donor made a conscious decision of giving additional monies to a 
certain CRP, the CRP might not receive those monies when W1 and W2 were commingled. On a 
number of occasions, Donors had indicated they did not agree with this situation, so they would 
give the funds bilaterally to make sure the CRPs receive it and clearly the Centers were unwilling 
to advocate for W2 because they would not get extra money. The quick-fix solution was to 
delink Windows 1 and 2 in 2012. This is combined with point 4 below. 
(ii) W1 now acts as base budget and stabilizing funds. A key issue is that the Consortium does not 
know exactly the time of the year that money will come; in part this matter may be related to 
the current IITA funding freeze.  
(iii) Higher W2 funding results in higher overall funding for that CRP. 
(iv) Declining W1 funds require “% cut” to 2012 combined W1-2 allocation in 2012 FP – probably 
maximum of 40% - more than compensated by increased W2 allocations for portfolio. 
(v) Still US$51M of W2 unidentified as to destination CRP, so not yet possible to allocate all W1-2 
funds.  The bottom line is that the CO has no exact knowledge of where the money will go in 
fiscal 2012. 
(vi) Late payments and late allocations will result in estimated US$55M unspent budgets for some 
CRPs, to be carried forward to 2013. 
(vii) No CRP will be allocated insufficient funds to pay for 2012 expenses. 
 
The CEO asked the Board to deliver a message to the Funders Forum and Council thanking and 
congratulating them for delivering on their promises, to which the Board unanimously agreed.  
 
Discussion ensued on the characteristics of W1, W2 and W3, with a CB member inquiring whether W1 
funds are unrestricted at the Consortium level or at the CRPs.  
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The CEO clarified that W1 is unrestricted to the Fund and when it gets to a Center is restricted to a CRP, 
because the Consortium uses W1 funds to allocate money to CRPs.  
 
A CB Member expressed his doubt on having by now all CRPs already approved and all being funded 
through W2, so what is exactly the concern with W1.  The CEO further noted that this was probably the 
discussion that the Consortium will have with Donors at the Fund Council. The problem arises from a 
difference in perspective between W1 donors and W2 donors.  
 
The question, said the CEO, was if this 2012 financial allocation will represent the system’s best way of 
investing resources: does this maximize the Consortium’s value for money and its contribution to the 
SLOs? Currently, there is no possibility of ensuring that.  The SRF Action Plan focuses on this matter; in 
between there is a need to recognize the Consortium is in a somewhat difficult situation. The 
Consortium has to respect the priorities of W2 donors to certain extend and provide stability, use W1 
money in a sensible way as the Consortium is working on a performance management system that 
hopefully will be implemented in 1 or 2 years and will render this current system obsolete providing a 
better and more rational structure.  The CO does not have a rational response as to the reasons behind 
certain CRPs receiving certain amounts of money, but work has been done to balance the system with 
W2 priorities.  
 
A reasonable balance, between W1 and W2 needs to be found, which will be an interesting discussion 
at the FC as well, affirmed the CEO. 
 
The Centers’ representative indicated that the system did always have a certain level of uncertainty but 
with behavior patterns from Donors understood by the Centers and which they could manage. So the 
current situation is different from the previous one because donor behaviors are now changing (moving 
into different Windows), which adds new uncertainty. What needs to be changed now is to have a 
broader stability initiative. It could be possible to find a manner to push allocations earlier as this is 
indeed psychologically affecting the centers’ scientists. The performance issue is that the Centers are 
not delivering what they could be delivering because of money flows. 
 
The Fund Council Executive Secretary indicated that 7 or 8 donors gave the Fund a multi-year 
commitment (around US$ 120M in 2013).  The Fund is working on the donors, requesting them to 
deliver the funds earlier in the year. The gaps in cash flow are less than desirable but this year that has 
been improved. This request will be put forward at the Funders Forum as the system in its entirety 
needs to work at the same rhythm.  The good news is that behavior is starting to change, but more time 
is needed.     
 
The CB Chair indicated that as the CB is to take decisions on W1, if the CB notes a reduction of funds 
dedicated to certain CRPs, it could be an indication that donors are not interested in certain programs.  
The CEO explained that that is exactly the discussion, i.e., how the Consortium prioritizes allocations. 
 
The Fund Council Representative expressed that there is concern among W2 donors that if resource 
allocation is set by the FC, following advice by the ISPC, it ends up being set by individual donors, so 
essentially the system is simply adding what donors think as priorities. Donors have their own set of 
priorities driven by internal policies, so the difficulty of having a W2 based distribution system is that 
individual donors within the FC are the ones having the power of setting priorities.  
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The CEO intervened indicating that is not what the Consortium’s proposal states. The intention is to find 
balance between W1 and W2.  
 
On this matter, the Director of Finance and Corporate Services indicated that for 2 years, the CO had 
very limited tools for resource allocation for priority setting. There were some anomalies when working 
in this system. The CO was very fortunate that the resources were significantly higher than expected.  
So the mentioned uncertainty was relative because there was certainly an improvement in reference to 
what was assigned 24 months ago, and that is an important message for the Directors General to 
deliver to the Centers’ scientists. This proposal was not perfect, but it was an improvement over last 
year’s.  It will be the policy of the Consortium that everyone included in this proposal will receive at 
least 90% of what is stated in the model, and that should be good enough.  
 
The Fund Council Representative indicated that his comments were not intended to be critical as he 
realizes the CO Financial team was dealing with a difficult and complex situation with the intention to 
find balance in funding. The disadvantage foreseen with this proposal is that creates incentive for CRP 
directors to use W2 funding and hence a depletion of W1 funding will ensue.  
 
The ARC Chair inquired if the harmonization of CRPs will change these numbers, as there will be 
changes from the CRPs (e.g. management charges), at what point will the changes be finished and 
definitive numbers can be included in the 2013 financing plan. 
  
To this query, the CEO replied that not in 2013, the ambition is that the 2014 plan will at least be 
partially based on the number of CRPs being funded based on their outcomes. But since most CRPs have 
a 3-year proposal, new proposals will be written for 2015 -2017.  That will be the opportunity to make 
any desired adjustments, being 2014 the last year of the current contract. He also indicated that there is 
a need to present these principles in a more organized way, not to change the proposal, but to better 
deliver the message to the FC.  
 
2013 CGIAR Financing Plan (FP) 
 
A discussion on the Interim CGIAR Financing Plan for 2013 was undertaken, according to these 5 
elements: 
  
(i) Overall approach presented in Interim 2013 FP 
(ii) Delinking of W1 and W2 in 2013 FP 
(iii) Guarantee 90% of 2012 W1+2 expenditures as minimum 2013 W1+W2 to reduce CRP funding 
uncertainty 
(iv) W1 Cross-CRP reservation of US$11M for gender research, in-situ agrobiodiversity research and 
capacity-strengthening 
(v) Finalize 2013 FP before end 2012  
In reference to the guarantee proposal of 90%, the CB Chair inquired what happens if any  project had a 
considerable amount in W3 financing and as result there is no need to compensate from W1 and W2? 
How would this guarantee work? The Centers’ representative indicated that the outcomes the 
Consortium will be working towards are W1 and W2.   
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The money coming to the Centers outside of that is rigidly structured. What the Centers are working 
towards is an alignment with the SRF, and these significant outcomes, but the system is not even closer 
to that point yet. The Centers have legal commitments over very specific legal contracts for money 
outside of W1 and 2. She emphasized that there is concern if the idea with this Consortium approach is 
to replace that money. 
 
The CEO indicated that based on the Centers’ representative’s intervention as well as his interactions 
with Directors General, he acknowledges a worry about the uncertainty of  W1 and W2 money.  The 
guarantee of the 90% is going to be a guarantee for 2013 in the first instance, as from 2014 the 
performance management system will replace the current funding system.   
 
Regarding the reservation of US$ 11 million for gender research, in-situ agrobiodiversity research and 
capacity-strengthening,  the Fund Council Representative indicated that generally the FC is not too fond 
of delivering funds without a clear analysis, and it is expected that the ISPC reviews the CRP proposals.  
If the Consortium comes to the FC asking for a framework agreement around important areas, there will 
be support for the intention but with a clear demand for more detail to be articulated before a decision 
is taken.  
 
The CEO indicated that the request is for a reservation in the Interim Consortium plan, not for an 
approval to spend the money.   There are proposals for gender, capacity strengthening, with a number 
of co-founding partners, strategy development, CRP mainstreaming issues, etc. The objective is to have 
all these proposals integrated in the CRP portfolio in a few years from now.  
 
The Vice Chair inquired on the risk that the promised guarantee (money) will be delivered, to what the 
CEO indicated this is designed so Centers will perform under such promise without waiting for the 
arrival of funds.  The goal is to reduce uncertainty, as well as disarticulate the possibility of W2 donors 
to unilaterally decide where funds will be applied or not.  
 
The Director of Finance and Corporate Services specified that the risk of funds not being available is 
extremely low.  
 
The Vice Chair conveyed that this proposal was still uncomfortable to him, suggesting to the ARC Chair 
to review it and report back to the CB.  He further expressed that even if the concept is good, if the 
system has more promised guarantees than confirmed money coming in, the CB will get worried, and 
the question is at what stage of this guarantee process that concern should appear.  
 
The Chair remarked that the CB is only required to submit a proposal to the FC for its endorsement, and 
should that be the outcome, final responsibility will fall in the endorsing body.  
 
The Fund Council Executive Secretary indicated that when the current year started, there were only 
expectations, with no signed contract and no funds flowing in. Now the Fund has signed contribution 
agreements for several hundred millions of Dollars for the three windows, so excluding W3, there is well 
over US$100M of funding already available for 2013.   
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Answering a CB member’s concern on whether the CB could find enough confidence in this proposal, 
the CEO replied that the Consortium should be the party to provide such confidence. In this regard, the 
ARC Chair suggested reducing the guarantee to an expenditure level of 80%. The Centers’ 
representative expressed her fear of donors losing their confidence and leaving the CGIAR if the Centers 
do not begin performing on the CRP portfolio.   
 
As a final point of this discussion, the Director of Finance & Corporate Services clarified that this is a 
multi-year guarantee and that consequently the risk associated with such guarantee is extremely low 
 
Decision:  2013 CGIAR financing plan approach was approved by the CB and it will be submitted to the 
upcoming FC for endorsement. However, there were some reservations on the risk assumed by the 
Board on the proposal of Guarantee 90% of 2012 W1+2 expenditures as minimum 2013 W1+W2. 
 
 
8. CGIAR Capacity Strengthening and Partnership     
           
The CEO introduced the subject of capacity strengthening in the general context of partnerships and 
what the Consortium can do in this area. The CEO has heard repeated concerns from Centers that 
CGIAR is not attracting either young or the right staff, so there is a reason for addressing this issue that 
is coming up in a number of documents, such as the SRF. What the Consortium has done for Gender 
research was successful and could be repeated in this case: focus attention, reflect, develop a CGIAR-
wide strategy and come up with an umbrella strategy. CRPs could also be encouraged to develop 
strategies for each of them and to adopt and mainstream that kind of work. Although it would be 
important to keep in mind that some specific actions might be more efficiently done at the system level 
rather than left to CRPs.  
 
The Consortium needs to create greater opportunities for collaboration with different external partners, 
as some organizations have indicated the availability of funds that could be dedicated to collaborative 
projects. There is concern also on the proliferation of small programs which could be more efficiently 
and effectively coordinated. Even though there are records of similar partnerships programs within the 
CGIAR, the Consortium needs to develop a system to relate and link fragmented and national programs 
in an improved manner.  
 
This Action Plan is in support of CRP research and an early action on Human Resources.  The Consortium 
has very few in house post-doctoral young scientists and/or with partnership programs. The Consortium 
could coordinate, provide shared services and assure that the integration of young scientist gets 
mainstreamed better in the CRP portfolio. 
 
The CB chair, who considered this is a good proposal, indicated that it is very timely, as this matter has 
been a priority for the Consortium, even though due to lack of time, it has not been possible to give it 
the attention it deserves and now is a good opportunity to remedy that. 
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Agnes Mwang’ombe reflected on the capacity building aspect of this proposal as CGIAR’s scientists are 
aging and younger ones need to come into the system.  Young PhD students who are already enrolled at 
national universities might be interested in getting support for their studies through research grants 
through the CG system, which could be an opportunity to improve the level of graduates interested in 
joining the CGIAR after graduation, as well as supervising them during their studies and integrating 
them if possible into CGIAR projects. The hope is that besides targeting the post-doc level students, 
young students could be given access to high-level facilities, and capacity can be built not only for the 
NARs but also for the rest of the system.  It was indicated that some national investors do not have the 
capacity to support students, but some CGIAR centers do.  Africa was highlighted as a region where 
capacity building is extremely weak and needs to be addressed.  
 
The Vice-Chair voiced his support for this proposal, even though he indicated that there might be a 
need to work with greater emphasis on the “partnership” element of the CGIAR.  He agreed that 
collaboration and partnership with CIRAD and EMBRAPA would be very positive and posed a question 
on the support on the 2013 financial program for the $ 3.5M allotted for capacity building. 
 
The CEO agreed that there is work to be done on partnership, to develop a strategy and proposals for 
some identified areas faster than the 2014 expected date. This proposal depends on funding which will 
be discussed at FC8.  
 
The Centers’ representative suggested to the CEO to discuss this Action Plan with the Corporate Service 
Executives (CSE), as costing is one of its critical components. She also referred to the fact that several of 
these programs such as the one supporting students had been in place for several years and recently 
she had to communicate to the program directors that CIP is no longer in a position to fund them as 
there is no longer  core budget to continue supporting these programs.  In addition, the Consortium 
needs to mainstream, not only taking the PhD students to do their thesis but to embed them into the 
research team, so the centers can legitimately use CRP funds and the students get a broader capacity 
strengthening as they become part of a consolidated team of senior scientists.  
 
One CB member (Gebisa Ejeta) noted that even if progress has been impressive, he expressed 
reservations on whether or not the system is delivering on the impact pathways as promised. Hence, he 
wondered if the CGIAR should spend more energy or resources in consolidating the changes that need 
to be made instead of adding more layers just because resources are available. Until linkages with the 
downstream, national programs and NGOs out in the field are made, the question remains if the CGIAR 
is delivering what it was paid to deliver. 
 
Another CB member greatly supported the concept of the Action Plan as described by the CEO, 
indicating it was the right time to do it, it could bring new Donors to the system over time and the 
Consortium should proceed with haste but care to select a consultant to start with the process.  
 
The Fund Council Representative inquired on the funding of the proposal, as it was not clear to him if 
W1 funding was expected to subsidize it.  
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The CEO indicated that was not the case and cited the case of EMBRAPA who is willing to pay for its own 
scientists to come to CGIAR centers, as well as other organizations, with the interest of building a 
partnership. Rather than having a variety of middle national programs, the model is to have a large 
program to include them all. Besides, some organizations will not give money to the Fund but will 
contribute to specific programs like these.   
 
One CB member requested the CEO’s opinion on this member’s comments above. The question being 
how the system can bring the science being done at CGIAR close to the environment where the national 
programs benefit from it. A system-based research regionally done where those units become a place to 
build capacity and research being generated at CGIAR is brought closely to where the national and 
regional programs are, so partnerships are developed, people are brought together (building capacity 
and relationships), instead of having scientists traveling around the globe. This could provide the CGIAR 
a unique identity that differentiates it from what other organizations are doing.  
 
When asked if this Action Plan was a higher priority, the CEO answered the priority continues to be the 
strengthening of the CRP portfolio to bring in performance management, and to ensure that the CRP 
portfolio attracts further investment. The second priority is the strengthening of partnerships. On this 
matter, the CO is performing a stakeholder perceptions survey, negotiating with key partnerships and 
other related activities.  
 
There have been opportunities to discuss with Center HR Directors the possibility of developing a single 
compensation package for CGIAR post-Doctorate students to help on this aspect, so as to avoid having 
many different packages, to make it simpler to bring more people into the system. Besides publishing 
results and making research available, partnerships need to be strengthened with the assurance that 
results are delivered and knowledge integrated into the each of their proposals. 
 
The ARC Chair pointed out to of an accumulation of scientists at the top senior level in the centers, but 
not enough mid-career researchers; a matter considered to be a significant problem in HR that will 
become evident some years from now. This is an issue related to the quality of the science as well, and 
inquired if the proposal included any features to improve this situation. 
 
The CEO commented that the aim is to get people that have invested time and effort and that the 
CGIAR has helped in getting their PhD, so they have their first years of international experience and 
start their international careers. He further indicated that this idea has been tested in some Centers 
with very positive results.  Linkages to national organizations (i.e. CIRAD had expressed interest already) 
can be enhanced by a more active exchange of personnel. Seeding mobility and building linkages is a 
good way to visibly enhance partnerships too.  
 
The CGIAR needs to improve linkages with both upstream partners and NARs partners by seeding this 
exchange that will lead to mainstreaming and better partnerships. Finally, he indicated that if the FC 
does not want to use W1 money to start working on this proposal, this is an Action Plan that should still 
be developed, with a more careful timetable of spending, should the FC not allot the necessary funds.  
 
To this, the Fund Council Executive Secretary expressed that it will be difficult for the FC to consider a 
proposal they have not seen; without discussing it previously as it was just the case in the CB.  
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If this Action Plan is to be included in the financing section of the upcoming FC (with an allotted time of 
1 hour), time will not be enough for the FC to discuss it.  
 
The CEO pointed out that the idea or concept behind the Action Plan will be presented at the upcoming 
FC and submits the formal proposal after that. 
 
Decision:  The Action Plan to develop a CGIAR Capacity Strengthening and Partnerships Development 
Strategy dated on October 12th 2012 was approved by the CB and presented for its consideration to 
the Eighth Fund Council  
  
9. Brief introduction to the Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA)   
 
The CB chair welcomed the IEA Director, Rachel Sauvinet-Bedouin, asking her to introduce herself and 
update the Board on her work. The IEA Director presented her educational and work experience.  Her 
position over many years at FAO in evaluation functions gave her experience and knowledge, and she is 
very pleased and excited to join the CGIAR, working from an FAO office.  
 
She considers the IEA as the last piece of the reform puzzle. Evaluation being a key element, the priority 
will be to make sure IEA has a purpose, build its capacity, set procedures in a manner that the IEA can 
effectively and efficiently fulfill its mission. IEA’s mission is two-fold, based on two inter-related 
objectives: 
 
(i) Meet accountability requirements, support decision-making and contribute to institutional 
learning. The priority in this objective is to define a process for selecting and planning evaluation 
and define an evaluation plan for 2013, based on feasibility and usefulness.  
(ii) Consider IEA as part of a broader accountability framework; develop a coordinated and 
harmonized evaluation regime for the CGIAR.  It means that IEA does not have exclusive 
responsibility for conducting evaluation; for cost-effectiveness, IEA will have to rely on 
evaluation and accountability functions of the Centers and CRPs.  There is a need to build 
partnerships with the Centers, CRPs and the Consortium. 
 
The objectives for 2013 are to define collaborative arrangements, build a cadre of evaluators in Centers 
or within CRPs that will manage evaluation using agreed standards, work on the basis of common 
practices, and plan together evaluations in an integral manner.  
 
The IEA Director shared some of the challenges encountered at the beginning of her work.  The first one 
was related to building a partnership with Centers, CRPs and the Consortium, all spread out across the 
world, with linkages among CRPs not well defined. As evaluation should be useful to decision-makers, 
the challenge to this multi-layered system is to define priorities as well.   
 
Due to the CGIAR going through a significant reform process, with some CRPs just starting, there is a 
need to define what issues / CRPs will be the best candidates for evaluation. There is a mid-term review 
of the progress on the reform implementation planned for this year that has recently been moved for 
the next one; that occasion could help with the objectives of the evaluation for the next 2-3 years.  
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The best timing for a comprehensive evaluation planned to start in 2014 should be defined as well. 
Finally, the IEA Director indicated that she considers evaluation and monitoring as synergistic. The 
Consortium’s monitoring system is now being developed following the principles of the SRF Action Plan.  
CGIAR and IEA need to work on what synergic means in the case of the CGIAR.  
 
The CB chair thanked the IEA Director for her presentation to the CB members and opened the floor for 
comments.  
 
The CEO reflected that there is already a reference in the SRF Action Plan relating the Consortium’s 
vision to establish a clearer sense of intermediate development objectives, both at the system and at 
the CRP level, setting up and strengthening the monitoring system, which should provide a good basis 
for evaluation, linked to the other elements, such as Standing Panel on Impact Assessment (SPIA), ISPC 
doing impact assessment to link outcomes with impacts as well.  The SPIA, IEA and the Consortium, will 
work together thinking on how monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment will interact to guide 
decisions and resource allocations. The CEO also made reference to the institutional review of the 
Consortium’s work plan on governance and management arrangements of the CRPs expected next year. 
Hence, he indicated that there will be 3 key reviews in 2013: the one to which the IEA Director already 
referred to (progress of the reform); an external review of governance of the CGIAR and an external 
review of the evaluation planned of the governance and management of the CRPs.  A discussion with 
the IEA Director on the best way to support and interact with the evaluation plans designed for next 
year should be scheduled shortly. 
 
Subsequently, the Centers’ representative queried on the complementarities of the different evaluation 
actors of the system.  The new system-wide look at the variety of who is evaluating, advising, 
monitoring. An accountability matrix is an important tool to review, coordinate and adjust the different 
functions for the M&E of the CGIAR. 
 
The ARC Chair inquired for clarification on the difference between the work previously done by the SPIA 
and what the IEA will undertake.  To the questions above, the IEA Director expressed that given the long 
term and complex pathways of research, there are elements that need to be known before impact is 
realized.  The SPIA is a key element in evaluation as a whole, but evaluation goes beyond impact, 
looking at generic questions of comparative advantages, at efficiency, at cost-effectiveness, analysis, 
along the pathways of the CGIAR research. In essence, evaluation is considered to be broader than 
impact. As the intention is to work closely with SPIA, the IEA and SPIA are developing a plan to work 
together.  
 
The IEA will work at the system level, at the evaluation of CRPs, at the big building blocks of the SRF and 
on institutional performance issues across the system with the objective of building on what CRP and 
Centers have already achieved.  
 
On the lessons learned, as the IEA Director worked on long-term and complex pathways, she found very 
challenging the weak definition of complex pathways existing within the CGIAR, expressing there is a 
real need to define them with the CGIAR, as well as identifying evaluation frameworks. 
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The CB Chair thanked the IEA Director for her presence, and indicated that he considers that it will be 
paramount that all evaluation Directors working within the CGGIAR system meet to discuss activities, 
time frames and action plans. 
 
10. Preparation of upcoming  meetings during GCARD II 
 
The CB Chair informed the board of the content and scope of the formal meetings scheduled during the 
following week, i.e., Joint meeting CB with DGs and BOTs, back to back Dinner with FC /CB/Members, 
Fund Council meeting and Funders Forum ,  as well as,  the GCARD II event itself.  Observers provided 
additional information and made some remarks. 
 
Joint meeting with DGs and BOTs 
The Centers’ representative suggested the Board reminded Centers at the joint meeting about not only 
the accomplishments made since the inception of the reform but also of the on-going challenges, as per 
the introductory remarks made by the CB Chair. It was also suggested to make a summary of the CB 
meeting discussions and decisions to be presented there. 
 
Back to back Dinner with FC /CB/Members 
The FC Executive Secretary explained that this dinner was requested by the Boards of the Centers 
during the IP discussion held in 2011, and therefore reminded the Board that this will be an opportunity 
for everyone to ask questions to the FC Chair, without however, entering into confrontational subjects. 
The FC Chair does not wish to address the IITA case during this dinner and is very likely to draw from her 
recent presentation made at ICRISAT. 
 
Fund Council Meeting  
The FC Executive Secretary detailed the FC agenda meeting and informed that the FC was expected to 
make a decision on the funding to IITA during the first hour of the meeting. His personal assumption 
was that Donors would be in favor of resuming funding upon conditions similar to those suggested by 
the CO. The following hour will be dedicated to the presentation from the Consortium on the 
Governance review and the RFP. The views of the FC would be sought on both of these issues. The 
governance review is an essential matter as it will demonstrate the efforts made by the CB and CO in 
moving forward the review of the Governance of the whole System but it will also give an opportunity 
to FC to give feedback and participate in this review. The FC Executive Secretary suggested taking this as 
an opportunity to start discussions on the budget that would be required for this work to be carried out 
effectively.  
 
The Peer review of the 2013 POWB will take place in the afternoon of the FC meeting. The Fund Office 
would be asking the same questions as the CO with regard to the required mechanisms to carry forward 
the unspent funds of the current fiscal year. 
 
On the topic of the CRP portfolio annual progress report, the FC Executive Secretary confirmed that 
there was some dissatisfaction from Donors on elements of the reports. He stated that it was important 
to have this topic discussed openly to move this solution forward.  
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The Consortium CEO requested the FC to create a working group to make a concerted effort to 
elaborate jointly agreed and harmonized requirements.  
 
On the FC composition, an extensive and negotiated process was launched with the objective to shape a 
more representative and business-like FC. During the last year, 3 of the 35 donors gave over 40% of the 
total funds that the system received. The proposal put forward is to reserve 4 seats to the largest W1 
and W2 contributors, looking for a greater representation, not only in terms of geographic distribution 
but also in terms of money invested. The FC is trying to develop a new system and hope to obtain a 
slightly smaller but more effective FC. Even though the FC is leading this reform which needed to be 
achieved within 2 years of its establishment, the whole System needs to be involved in the process. 
Therefore, the ToRs for this reform should be reviewed and commented by the CB and consulted later 
on with the IAE. 
 
Funders Forum 
The FC Executive Secretary detailed the FF agenda and encouraged the CB, DGs, BoT members, CRP 
Directors and DDG Research to attend the morning session which is open and where FC Chair will 
explain the IITA case from a FC perspective. Following this intervention, three presentations on CGIAR 
success stories and later developments will be made. The CEO will kick off and give an overview on all 
CRPs. GRISP and CCAFS will be presented separately for 15 minutes. The afternoon will be devoted to 
the Donors however FC Observers and potential funders were also invited. This session will be essential 
to address core issues such as requesting Donors to get the funds in earlier year. The FO will also try to 
get Donors to indicate their funding intentions, even though there is no pledge or signing associated 
with it. At the end of the meeting, 10 Donors will share their views on how their funds will be provided 
and explain their choice of being W1, W2 or W3 Donors.  
 
GCARD II 
The New CO Director of Knowledge Management & Communication noted briefly the excellent job of 
Enrica Porcari that turned this event into a highly visible and successful international gathering of the 
ARD community, leveraging both traditional and new media.  One example of this was the innovative 
and highly successful initiative of the Communication team to train and prepare 25 young social 
reporters from all over the world.  In addition to covering all sessions via social media, producing 
numerous blogs and attracting many new followers for the conference activities and outputs, this 
cohort was granted an exclusive press conference with the President of Uruguay for one hour, as well as 
being given opportunities to interview a large number of key participants during the event. 
 
11. Any Other Business 
 
Update on the current situation of ICARDA  
 
The CB Chair informed the Board about the regular interactions maintained with ICARDA Director 
General (M. Solh), and the Board Chair (H. Carsalade) about the process of delocalization of the Center. 
Further discussions in order to find out how the Consortium could best assist ICARDA will take place on 
Monday, including a decision on whether the letter recently addressed by ICARDA to the Consortium 
should be transmitted as such to the FC.   
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The CEO briefed the CB on the current situation of ICARDA, whose staff is now spread across several 
locations in the region (mainly Jordan, Turkey and Lebanon). In spite of the very difficult circumstances, 
ICARDA’s leadership team managed to save the crops and duplicate the genebank. It was reported that 
two staff of the Center were assaulted and are currently recovering from the situation.  
 
The next step for ICARDA is to consolidate their decentralization process and define clear hubs where 
their activities will be based in the long term. The Consortium offered support under the form of 
financing for new facilities or other form of assistance. ICARDA is nevertheless asking, for the 3rd time, 
for a reconstruction of their reserves that had to be used in events independent from their will or 
responsibility.  Although the Consortium recognizes the unforeseen circumstances,  it does not want to 
set a precedent and reconstruct Reserves, in particular considering the reasonable level of ICARDA’s 
reserves even after the implementation of the emergency plan. Therefore, the Consortium was not in 
support of this request, which will however be discussed with ICARDA’s Leaders the following Monday. 
 
M. Ait Kadi praised the sense of engagement of the ICARDA scientists, including the one involved in the 
Dryland System CRP and called the Consortium to provide also moral support to the staff in those 
difficult circumstances.  
 
The CB acknowledged the excellent crisis management plan put in place end effectively implemented by 
ICARDA’s leadership team. 
 
Consideration and approval of the application for a 501 (c) 03 - non-profit organization status in the 
US.   
 
The CEO requested the CB to support the Consortium’s application for the non-profit organization 
status in the US in order for the Consortium to apply to AIARC once it detaches from Bioversity. 
 
Decision:  The  Consortium’s application for 501 (c) 03- non-profit organization status in the US 
requested by the CO was approved by the CB. 
Adjournment 
The CB Chair thanked the CB for the fruitful session and informed members that the next-day meeting 
would be an in-camera session to resume discussions on the Governance agenda item. There being no 
further business to come before the meeting, the meeting was adjourned at 19.00 (Uruguay time, i.e. 
UTC/GMT – 2 hours) 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Daniela Alfaro 
Secretary of the CGIAR Consortium Board 
 
